This paper elaborates on an approach to the cross-linguistic comparison of lexical (sub)systems, which is based on the differentiation of typologically relevant semantic domains. We illustrate this approach exploring the conceptualization of motion / being in liquid medium (aqua-motion), within which four general domains (SWIMMING, SAILING, DRIFTING and FLOATING) are recognized. Using this distinction, we propose a typology of aqua-motion systems that distinguishes between 'rich', 'poor' and 'middle' systems of aqua-motion expressions depending on the lexical contrasts that the language displays.
Introduction

1
It was argued during the recent decades that the differences that languages show in their lexicon can often be described in a more or less consistent way (see Talmy 1985; 2000; Goddard and Wiezbicka (eds) 1994; Newman (ed.) 1997; 2002; 2009; Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2008 inter alia) .
2 Nonetheless, the methodology of cross-linguistic comparison of lexicons is far from being well-established. This paper contributes to the discussion of possible approaches to this issue by presenting a framework based on distinguishing between typologically relevant semantic domains within a single semantic field. 3 We examine the expressions of motion / being in liquid medium, called aqua-motion henceforth (the term is due to Philippe Bourdin). Despite the apparent simplicity of aqua-motion, 3 languages exhibit a great deal of variation in the ways they convey the relevant semantics: while English possesses no less than four basic aqua-motion verbs (swim, sail, float, drift) , there are languages like Turkish, which only have one verb of this kind, and languages like Indonesian, where the number of aqua-motion verbs is extremely large. This diversity may be depicted as a kind of variation in lexical (sub)systems, that is the types of correlations of semantic domains with their lexical representations.
Where does this diversity come from? How can we organize it and what parameters of crosslinguistic variation should we consider? We propose that this diversity is related to a large degree to a universal distinction between four semantic domains. This distinction can be taken as a basis for the comparison of this fragment of lexicon in different languages. 4 The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses certain general theoretical and methodological points we assume. Section 3 introduces the basic semantic domains of aquamotion. Section 4 illustrates how the proposed distinction between these domains works for a language with a quite extensive inventory of the verbs that convey the semantics of aqua-motion, namely in Standard Indonesian. In Sections 5 we outline the diversity shown by the languages of our sample in respect of the expression of aqua-motion. Section 6 discusses a few complexities that may arise within our framework. The last section presents conclusions and perspectives on further research in the field.
Theoretical and methodological considerations
Following Talmy (1985) 5 , we distinguish between several semantic components of the situations of motion, namely Figure An investigation into expressions of motion and location may focus on some of these components and / or the relations between them. For example, there has been quite a lot of study of the expression of Path and the interaction between Figure and Ground (see Fillmore 1983; Talmy 1985; Slobin 2004; Filipović 2008 among many others). Our study takes Manner as its subject.
Clearly, the diversity of Manner is much less predictable than the range of other parameters:
the 'design' of this component is not well-defined. This issue can be approached in two ways. First, the semantic parameters determining the variation can be formulated deductively, starting from our knowledge of the situation of aqua-motion. Second, it may be possible to establish tertium comparationis inductively, by looking at the most frequent semantic distinctions found in languages.
Below we follow the latter approach.
6
Languages may exploit different means for contrasting between different manners of motion in liquid medium. Here we only list the most prominent of them.
(i) The use of different words is the clearest evidence for distinguishing between various manners of aqua-motion. One of the simplest examples of such a distinction is that found in English between swimming, sailing, floating and drifting, each of which reflects a certain manner of aquamotion. However, the words to be considered in this respect need not necessarily be dedicated aquamotion lexemes: numerous languages use general verbs of motion and location (such as 'go', 'come', or 'be') for some kinds of aqua-motion.
(ii) Many languages distinguish between manners of aqua-motion by using different morphosyntactic patterns. For example, the same verb can cover several kinds of aqua-motion, yet it may have different subcategorization frames in different contexts. Thus, the Russian aqua-motion 6 The distinction between deductive and inductive approaches may be not that sharp as we present it. For example, we consider the approaches elaborated on in Malt et al. 2008 (studying a distinction between walking and running) and Majid et al. 2008 (investigating the conceptualization of cutting and breaking) to be mainly deductive, since these studies provided parameters for the relevant distinctions beforehand. However, it is clear that the choice of these parameters was partly affected by their preexisting knowledge on conceptualization.
5
verbs plyt' / plavat' can be used in much more contexts than any of its English translations (1)-(3).
7
However, the reference to Ground introduced by the preposition po 'along' is found out of the contexts of swimming (3). Moreover, only the sailing context admits the reference to the means of sailing, which is introduced by the preposition na 'on' (2).
Russian
( (iii) Probably the most unexpected criterion, which we nevertheless consider one of the most perfect and consistent, is the distribution of metaphorical extensions. Even when the two criteria mentioned above do not work perfectly, sometimes we find that only some meanings / uses of a given expression serve as a basis for a certain metaphor. For example, the idea of immersion is usually provided by verbs prototypically denoting swimming of animate beings (as in English The meat swims in gravy) and not by the verbs describing other kinds of aqua-motion. 7 We gloss the aqua-motion verb as AM (for 'aqua-motion') in order not to impose its interpretation. The list of abbreviations used in glosses is given at the end of the paper. The representation of the data for the most part follows our sources, the grammatical analysis is maximally simplified.
6
Notably, the criteria listed above represent "anchors" that are frequently exploited for providing evidence for the relevance of some distinctions: the formal aspect, the syntagmatic (behavioural) aspect and the paradigmatic aspect. In this sense, lexical typology does not need any specific methodology.
The conclusions presented in this paper are based on the materials collected within a project which involved scholars of various languages (see note 1). We conducted a questionnaire which covered various kinds of situations and could be used as a starting point for investigation of various lexical systems. Importantly, while the questionnaire relied on data from few languages, it was already detailed much more than these languages required it to be. The participants of the project could further broaden the questionnaire according to the peculiarities of their subject languages. The data were either taken from corpora (including the web sources) or got through elicitation procedures.
INSERT TABLE 1 SOMEWHERE HERE
On the whole, we obtained information on conveying the idea of aqua-motion from fifty languages, whose list is given in Table 1 . This language sample is a convenience sample, that is it is not intended to represent all known genetic and geographic linguistic groupings. Still, we believe that it gives some impression on how languages differ in the expression of aqua-motion. These data also let us make certain hypotheses on universal or nearly universal distinctions found in the conceptualization of aqua-motion. These distinctions are discussed immediately below.
The basic domains of aqua-motion
The most basic distinction that we propose is that between the semantic domains of SWIMMING, SAILING, DRIFTING and FLOATING. This distinction manifests itself in most languages of our sample more or less consistently and is highly abstract, which makes it a convenient point of departure for studying the linguistic variation.
The SWIMMING domain is associated with self-propelled motion of an animate Figure. (Rakhilina 2007: 99-101) . In particular, those expressions that describe drifting are often used metaphorically for conveying the idea of unobstructed movement, which may further develop into the expressions of slipping, flying, or the expressions of the loss of the form, the loss of control, penetration. At the same time, the expressions of floating may evolve into the expressions of emotional instability, unsteadiness, and random motion.
For the reasons of space, we cannot provide all data suggesting the division between the four domains of aqua-motion here -an interested reader is referred to the volume Maisak and Rakhilina (eds) 2007. But we will illustrate the proposed division for a single language, whose aqua-motion lexicon is significantly distinct and more complex than, say, that of English.
An example: describing motion in liquid medium in Indonesian
The subject language of this section is Standard Indonesian -an Austronesian language scattered across thousands of islands of the Malay archipelago. 9 Austronesians are known as navigators whose life depends closely on water. Not surprisingly, Standard Indonesian has a great number of aquamotion verbs. Some of them show restricted distribution, others are more common. But despite their diversity, Indonesian aqua-motion verbs can be easily classified into four groups that correspond to the domains distinguished above, as is reflected in Table 1 '… the turbidity of the lake was due to the garbage that was on the surface of the lake...'
The Indonesian data demonstrates that the distinction between SWIMMING, SAILING, FLOATING and DRIFTING is not based exclusively on English data and manifests itself as well in languages with more complex systems of aqua-motion expressions.
Typology of aqua-motion systems
Assuming that the contrast between SWIMMING, SAILING, DRIFTING and FLOATING is universal, it can be taken as a basis for measuring the richness of the aqua-motion fragment of the lexicon. In the following sections we will contrast between three types of aqua-motion system, which we call 'middle' systems, 'rich' systems and 'poor' systems. The main difference between them is the degree of the lexical elaboration of the aqua-motion semantic field.
It is important for us that unlike in simple classifications, there can be systems intermediate between types and that each type may serve as subject of a separate study.
Poor systems
In a poor aqua-motion lexical system, the distinction between 
bank(GEN:SG)
'A sportsman / boat / log is moving to and fro (in water) not far from the bank.'
Interestingly, however, in some systems similar to the Russian system, sometimes one observes more peripheral verbs associated with only one of the domains. This is the case, for instance, in German, where the verb schwimmen can operate in all four domains yet it coexists with the verbs segeln 'sail', treiben 'be carried by water', driften 'drift', which are more peripheral and restricted in use (Shemanaeva 2007) . Similarly, in Lithuanian the whole range of aqua-motion contexts can be covered by the pair plaukioti (non-directed) / plaukti (directed) (17)- (18) 
boy(ERG) wave do(IPF:PRS) river(GEN) edge(POSTLAT)
'A boy is swimming (lit. making a wave) towards the river's bank.'
The data of such languages as Agul suggests a non-trivial generalization: if a language only has one dedicated aqua-motion expression, it can always be used for the expression of swimming.
This, of course, reflects the general anthropocentricity of the language.
Middle systems
We characterize an aqua-motion system as 'middle' if it lexically distinguishes between SWIMMING, such examples as We'll go in my car, and you can navigate, which presumably need not be described as metaphorical). As in many other languages (such as Indonesian), the basic SAILING verb sail is derived from a noun, which possibly again points to the fact that it is not a native in the aqua-motion system.
Systems intermediate between the middle type and the poor type
In addition to clear poor and middle systems, there are also systems that can be qualified as poor and middle at the same time. Such systems distinguish between the basic domains of aqua-motion
lexically, yet allow the most common aqua-motion predicates to cover several domains.
The existence of systems that can be assigned to two types at the same time results from the fact that in some domains several verbs may coexist and hence be not contrasted in any strict way.
Then, like in a typical poor system, a single verb can be used for several domains, but for the expression of some manners of aqua-motion it can appear on a par with other words. If this leads to a contrast between exactly three or four domains we proposed, the system can also be classified as
middle.
An example of such a system is Georgian, which has a verb root curva serving for all of the 11 Curiously, in Armenian, whose system resembles 'middle' systems, general verbs of motion are used mainly in the FLOATING domain, while both SWIMMING and SAILING employ dedicated verbs (resp. loγal and navel).
wood(NOM) water-in AM-VT-PRS:3SG
'The wood floats (that is does not sink).'
A similar, yet a different story is reported for Hindi by Khokhlova and Singh (2007) . Here the verb tairnaa is found in the expressions of swimming, sailing and floating. However, in the SAILING domain it concurs with general verbs of motion, and in the FLOATING domain we also find the verb utraanaa. As concerns DRIFTING, it is expressed with the third aqua-motion verb bahnaa.
Qualifying such languages as belonging to two 'types' at the same time is justified as far as it adds additional perspectives and makes it possible to use data of these languages in recognizing generalizations concerning both poor and middle systems. However, we also admit the possibility that systems of this kind can be studied on their own.
Rich systems
Rich aqua-motion systems also distinguish between at least SWIMMING, SAILING and DRIFTING/FLOATING, but show additional lexical contrasts within at least some of the domains. The study of rich aqua-notion systems is a study of these contrasts, which manifest the linguistic diversity rather than any universal or near universal principles of categorization. Indeed, languages differ in which of the domains they elaborate and how many of them they elaborate.
In what follows, we will focus on those of the contrasts observed within SWIMMING, SAILING, DRIFTING and FLOATING that seem most widespread or are of special theoretical interest.
The SWIMMING domain usually does not show much complexity. Given the anthropocentric nature of language together with the fact that human aqua-motion (just as any aqua-motion of agentive species) is associated with this domain by default, one can expect to find a contrast based on humanness here. This expectation is only partly true, however: the human/non-human contrast is much more peripheral in the aqua-motion field than in other fragments of the language. However, languages In some other languages, there are verbs referring to swimming whose subjects can only be human but whose use is restricted to the contexts related to sporting activities (cf. swuyeng hata in Korean).
The contrasts observed within the SAILING domain are also few, yet most often they are easily relates the subdomain of 'being in confined space' to existential expressions, which are also thetic (Sasse 1987) and frequently characterize the location. Presumably, the semantic properties of this subdomain show too much deviations from any aqua-motion prototype, which can (albeit need not) be reflected by the choice of a non-aqua-motion verb.
Conclusion and open ends
This paper proposed a typology of aqua-motion lexical (sub)systems which is based on the differentiation between the SWIMMING, SAILING, DRIFTING, and FLOATING domains. It should be emphasized once more that this distinction is not purely descriptive, since it is based on similarities between unrelated languages. The widespread occurrence of its manifestations points to the fact that it is not arbitrary and perhaps mirrors universal tendencies in conceptualization of aqua-motion.
We find it important, however, to briefly outline here the difficulties which are met while describing aqua-motion in terms of SWIMMING, SAILING, DRIFTING and FLOATING and which require specific treatment.
First, despite the fact that we presented the four domains as easily determinable, they seem to be non-homogeneous and presumably have more and less prototypical contexts. Certain less prototypical contexts may sometimes be expressed with a verb belonging to a different domain, which makes the borders between the domains somewhat fuzzy. For example, while individual species of fish are usually thought to swim, the motion of groups and schools of fish may be expressed by general verbs of motion, as is observed in Persian (Kuznetsova 2007: 243) . Similarly, the motion of birds in water is sometimes considered less agentive than that of the prototypical swimming Figure   and is covered by FLOATING verbs -this is the case, for instance in Standard Arabic (Letuchiy 2007: 486) .
Second, such extensions of some domains at the expense of other domains may lead to the semantic reanalysis of aqua-motion verbs, which may get semantics that is not based on the distinction between SWIMMING, SAILING, DRIFTING and FLOATING. Thus in Hebrew, the root šat, which originally belonged to the FLOATING domain, is now used for the SAILING domain as well and instead is associated with a more abstract idea of aqua-motion without visible effort, a sort of 'gliding' on a surface (Arad 2007 ). An even more dramatic shift evidently occurred with the Russian verb pair plyt' / plavat' mentioned in the previous section (see Makeeva and Rakhilina 2004 Of course, this kind of shift requires an explanation and it is not always clear whether it should be based on the distinctions between various domains or some other semantic features.
Finally, the parameters that distinguish between the four domains are numerous and worthy of further investigation: presumably at least some of them may explain further diversity observed in rich aqua-motion systems. It should be noted that a possible clue to the organization of the semantic field examined here may be found in different degrees of semantic markedness of various verbs (Lander 2008 ), but we are aware that this is only one of the possible perspectives.
Despite these complexities, the very principle of the cross-linguistic comparison of lexical systems based on the distinguishing between various domains seems to be promising and may become a useful tool for discovering the laws that govern lexical structures of languages. 
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